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FIFTH ANNUAL DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROCUREMENT RESEARCH SYMPQSIUM
17 - 19 November 1976

Naval Postgraduate School
Monterey, California

AGENDA
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TUESDAY, 16 November
5:00 - 7:00 p.m. Registration, Lobby, Hilton Resort Inn

7:00 - 8:00 p.m. No host cocktail party, Ballroom, Hilton Resort Inn

WEDNESDAY, 17 November
8:00 - 9:00 a.m. Late Registration, Coffee & Donuts, Lobby/Patio, Ingersoll Hall

i? ' 9:00-10:00 a.m. SYMPOSIUM OPENING, Ingersoll 122
- WELCOME
RADM Isham Linder, Superintendent Naval Postgraduate School
K INTRODUCTORY REMARKS
Mr. John Kunsemiller, Chairman DOD Procurement Research
Coordinating Comm1ttee ,

10:00 -10:15 a.m. REFRESHMENTS Lobby/Patio. Ingersoll Hall

2 10:15 -12:15 p.m. GENERAL SESSION I  Ingersoll 122
55 “Evaluating Research Candidates and Validating Research Products"
4
5 Co-Chairman, T
; Dr. Paul Arvis - Director, Army Procurement Research
: Office
- LtCol Dan Strayer - Air Force Business Research
- Management Center
Panel Members,

Professor Robert Judson - Adjunct Professor
Naval Postgraduate School

Dr. William E. Souder - Associate Professor, Director of
Technology Management Studies Group,
University of Pittsburg

 12:30 - 2:00 p.m. LUNCH - La Prado Room, Herrmann Hall

Speaker - Mr. Jerome Stolarow, Deputy Director
Procurement and Systems Acquisition - GAO
“Need for Management Research on Acquisition Problems"
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2:00 - 3:15 p.m.

T W T W . .

CONCURRENT SESSION I

Participants may attend either of the sessions which will be

held in designated rooms. Opportunities for splitting attendance
may come after paper presentations or the refreshment break.
WORKING GROUP A - Ingersoll 271

"Grants"

Chairman,
Mr. Susumu Uyeda

Budget Review Division
O0ffice of Management and Budget

Panel Members,

Mr. Mathias Lasker Director
Grants Policy & Regulation Development

Dept. of Health, Education and Welfare

Director of Procurement
Office of Scientific Research

Mr. John V. Walsh

WORKING GROUP B - Ingersoll 122

“Competition”
Chairman,
Mr. Les Fettig - Chief Counsel and Staff Director
Subcommittee on Federal Spending
Practices

Panel Members,
Or. Richard Lorette

]

Assoc. Prof., Systems Management Dept.
University of Southern California

Vice President, Contract Management,
Education, and Research Institute

Deputy Director Procurement and
Production Directorate
U. S. Army Missile Command

Chief, Technology Assistance Division,
Small Business Administration

Mr. Robert Shearer

Mr. John A. Muller

Mr. Donald Templeman

3:15 - 3:30 p.m. REFRESHMENTS, Lobby/Patio, Ingersoll Hall
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Symposium Agenda ‘
3:30 - 5:00 p.m. CONCURRENT SESSION I (cont'd.)
WORKING GROUP B (cont'd.)

WORKING GROUP C - Ingersoll 271
"Commercial Products"

Chairman,

Capt Richard Hampton - Procurement Material Staff Officer

]

USAF Defense Logistics Agency -
Panel Members,
N ) Mr. Don Sowle - President, Don Sowle Associates, In.

Mr. Leroy Haugh
: Office of Federal Procurement Policy

Assistant Commissioner for Procurement,
General Services Administration

Mr. Fred Bunke

5:00 - 6:00 p.m. No host cocktail party, La Novia Room, Herrmann Hall

Evening Free

THURSDAY, 18 November
8:00 ~ 8:30 a.m. REFRESHMENTS, Coffee & Donuts, Lobby/Patio, Ingersoll Hall
8:30 - 10:15 a.m. CONCURRENT SESSION II

WORKING GROUP D - Ingersoll 122
"Technology Incentives"

Chairman,
Mr. Joseph Berke - Chairman, Procurement Programs
Experimental Technology Incentives
Program

Panel Members,

Mr. Charles Hulick - Procurement Programs, Experimental
Technology Incentives Program,
U. S. Dept. of Commerce

MaJ Gregory Hildebrandt - Department of Economics,
Geography and Management
U. S. Air Force Academy

Dr. James B. McNallan - Market Research Specialist
General Services Administration
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Symposium Agenda
8:30 - 10:15 a.m. Concurrent Session II (cont'd.)

WORKING GROUP E - Ingersoll 271
"Reliability & Maintainability Issues"

Chairman,

A Capt Robert Tripp - Management Science Office Headquarters,
. - Air Force Logistics Command, ‘
o : o Wright-Patterson AFB
3 Panel Members,

. Mr. Perry C. Stewart - Director of Concepts & Analysis, AFALD

Wright-Patterson AFB
3 Mr. Martin Meth - Directorate of Acquisition & Support
Planning, OASD (I&L)
LtCol Martin D. Martin - Assoc. Prof. Air Force Institute

of Technology

‘Mr. Ralph P. Wilcox - Manager, Product Support Department,
Instrument Division, Lear Siegler, Inc.

Mr. William R. Leak - Quality Assurance Engineer,
DCAS, Van Nuys

10:15 - 10:30 a.m. REFRESHMENTS, Lobby/Patio, Ingersoll Hall
10:30 - 11:30 a.m. CONCURRENT SESSION II (cont'd.)
WORKING GROUP E (cont'd.)

WORKING GROUP F - Ingersoll 122
"Socio-Economic Impacts on Procurement”

Chairman,
Mr. James Cisco - Executive Director, Contract Employment
Compliances, Alexandria, Virginia

Panel Members,

Mr. Fred Helwig - Procurement Analyst
Army Procurement Research Office

11:45 - 1:30 p.m. LUNCH - La Prado Room, Herrmann Hall
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l 1:30 - 2:45 p.m. GENERAL SESSION II - Ingersoll 122

~ "Reconciling Organizational Interest in Procurement Research"
Chairman,

y Mr. Leroy Haugh - Assistant Administrator for Regulations

.. Office of Federal Procurement Policy

' Panel Members,

Mr. John Kunsemiller - Director, Contract Administration and
Support, Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (I&L)

Mr. Robert Lauck - American Law Division, Congressional
Research Service, Library of Congress

Mr. W. Gregor MacFarlan - President, Sterling Institute
Mr. Andrew B. McConnell - Assistant Director, PSAD,
General Procurement Subdivision, GAQ

2:45 - 3:00 p.m. REFRESHMENTS, Lobby/Patio, Ingersoll Hall

3:00 - 5:00 p;m. GENERAL SESSION III - Ingersoll 122
"Acquisition Strategy Planning"
.. Chairman,
‘ '[p Mr. Mort Labovitz - Directorate of Weapons Systems

Procurement 0ASD (I&L)
~ Panel Members,

Mr. Robert Stohiman - Assistant for Materiel Acquisition
OASA (I&L)

Mr. Robert Williams - Chief, Test and Evaluation Group,
Army Procurement Research Office

COR Charles W. Ryland - Branch Head, Acquisition Programs,
Systems Acquisition Division
Headquarters Naval Material Command

LtCol Ronald L. Bulmer - Systems Procurement Staff Officer
Headquarters USAF

KSR P SN

6:00 - 7:00 p.m. SOCIAL HOUR - Ballroom - Herrmann Hall

7:00 - 9:00 p.m. BANQUET. - Ballroom - Herrmann Hall

Speaker - RADM Leroy E. Hopkins, SC, USN
Deputy Commander for Contracts,
Naval Sea Systems Command

R T T TR T S AL UL U SR S P T



Symposium Agenda
FRIDAY, 19 November
8:00 - 8:30 a.m. REFRESHMENTS, Coffee & Donuts, Lobby/Patio, Ingersoll Hall

8:30 - 10:30 a.m. CONCURRENT SESSION III

WORKING GROUP G - Ingersoll 271
“Major Shipbuilding Systems"
Chairman,
CDR Charles Piersall - Headquarters Naval Material Command
Panel Members,
Dr. F. A. P. Frisch « Naval Seas Systems Command
COR Arthur C. Meiners- Naval Sea Systems Command
Dr. Alfred Feiler - School of Engineering & Appiied Science
‘ University of California, Los Angeles
WORKING GROUP H - Ingersoll 122 '
"Profit 76 - Research Lessons Learned"

Chairman,
Col Charles J. Elliott - Director for Contract Finance
USAF and Deputy Director of Profit '76

10:30 - 10:45 a.m. REFRESHMENTS, Lobby/Patio, Ingersoll Hall:

10:45 - 12:00 a.m. GENERAL SESSION IV - Ingersoll 122
"Symposium Summary and Closing Remarks"

Chairman,
Mr. John Kunsemiller - Director, Contract Administration and
Support, Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (I&L)
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- RESEARCH PAPERS OF INTEREST

1. "A Conceptual Model for Evaluating Contractor
Management During Source Selection."

Lt Col G. Theodore Helmer
Maj Robert L. Taylor . Pages 1

II. "A New Approach to Procurement Administration
Lead Time (PALT) Management, A Continuing
Procurement Problem."

Kimerey D. Newlin
Edward T. Lovett Pages 50-83

ITI. "An Analysis of Competitive Bidding on Bart
Contracts."

Kenneth M. Gaver
Jerold L. Zimmerman Pages 84-109
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I. Background

The primary formal objective of the source selection process
is to carefnlly and equitably evaluate each contractor's proposal
to select that contractor who will best meet the technical perfor-
~-nce, schedule, and cost objectives of the needed system. The
importance of this process cannot be overstated, for the selection of
the major system or subsystem contractor could well be the single most
momentous decision in the management of the program. It is imperative,
then, that the buying organization insist on a rigorous selection of
contractors by structured (and, ideally, objective) standards, and that
the same rigor be applied to contractor'management as weli as to the
technical and cost parameters.

During source selection, competirg contractors are evaluated on a
number of variables: technical capabilities, cost/price estimates,
quality control, reliability, facilities, proposed contraét, related
experience, capacity to manage the program, and other factors such as
test capability and performance requirements. Each variable is weighted
according to its importance in the program being considered. Thus,
technical capability might be weighted most heavily in a developmental
procurement while quality and reliability might well be the most
important factors in a follow-on buy or production contract. Most often;
technical parameters are specific in detail as are cost/p;ice, quality
and reliability. Tach of these areas 1is usually reviewed in minute
detail by teams of experts drawn from the buyer's organization. At the

same time, management capabilities are left to the subjective judgment
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of individuals assigned to the management evaluation team. Our experi-
ence is that little guidance is available to this group in the formal
source selection process.

An analysis of source selection procedures in a large=-scale Air
Force procurement verified that management capabilities were evaluated
but not with the elaborate structure and detail of the technical
and cost evaluations. In other procurements studied during the past two
years, we found that management criteria were rarely specified in suffi-
cient detail nor were the same systematic evaluations that are employed
for the technical and cost portions of the proposal applied to con-
tractor management capabilities. Subjectivity and inability'to quantify
were the reasons most often given in source selection procedures to
justify an unstructured comsideration of a contractor's management
capabilities, A thorough review of the literature in this area indicates
that there is no structured technique defined for this imporfant evaluation.
At the same time, we do not necessarily agree with Air Force Manual 70-6,
that "it is rarely necessary for evaluation purposes to require extensive
information in management systems."

In a recent unpublished Air Force Systems Command survey, industry
respondents gave the Air Force a low rating on its management assessment
ability. Contractors felt that evaluation capability was questionable
(too low a level in terms of grade, experience, and ébility)“and that
performance should be emphasized rather than '"wiring diagrams and bro-
churesmanship.” While three out of fourteen contractors felt the evalua-
tions to be useful in source selection, only one thought the award would

2
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be decided on this faz:or. Five ;f the fOurfeen felt that rmanagement
proposals were a waste of time and resources; being ''square fillers" or
"cut and paste exercises.' Surveys such as this amplify the need for a
much better evaluation system for reviewing a contractor's management.

The major concern oI *his repsrt is ts provide the reader with a
éonccptual model for evaluatiﬁg a contractor's ménagement potential.
Nothing in this discussion should be construed to be a definitive outline
of what.gggg.be done; rather, a discussion of a number of the variables
that ought be considered. The reader can then include only those vari-
ables most relevant to the task at hand.

In an earlier draft of this report, we spent a great deal of time
developing a quantitative model where weights were assigned and variables
relating to the management potential of the firm were scored. Reviewers
were overly concerned with the idea of mathematically measuring a con-
tractor’'s or subcontractor's managerial potential and a number of critiques
indicated a rejection of any kind of subjective evaluation scoring.

We do not necessarily agree with this position. Mathematical models of
subjective judgment have been discussed in management literature at

length. In fact, a whole branch of statistics has been developed to

deal with the concept of assessing subjective probabilities. Nonetheless,
we will emphasize in this report those elements of management potential
that should be considered in the source selection process and we will
present mathematical scoring models only as examples of how a source
selection board might weigh the management variables in the total selection
process. Regardless of how a contractor's management potential is
quantified, either by mathematicallscoring as we propose, by red-flagging

3
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unacceptable deviations, or by a color-coding svstem of red, yellow and

green, the fact remains that certain variables must be considered. This
model suggests those variables which we have found to be both universal
and critical to any complex procurement.

In sum, our conceptual model should be viewed as a thought triggering
device for source selection panels to define and structure contractor
management evaluation auring the source seleccion process. This model
could be used by a variety of source selection groups ir thé Department
of Defense as well as by prime contractors selecting major subcontractors.

It is the substance and not the method we believe to be important.




IT. Approach

There are no data relating the success of contractor performance
to management techniques. There are intuitive reasons to expect that
management practices are directly responsible for contract success or
failure. However, predicting sucan outcomes is nearly impossible given
the r.umber of variables involvi.d. For example, organization design
probably cannot be successfully related to specific performance without
considering the technical enviromment (Lawrence and Lorsch, Organization
and Enviromment: Managing Differentiation and Integration, Homewood,
Illinois: Irwin, 1967). Empirical research has found ghat popular
management tools such as PERT have been somewhat unrelated to success
(Marquis, Don, "A Project Team + PERT = Success. Jr Does It?" Innovation,
Vol. 1, No. 3, July 1969).

Yet, this should not discourage nor prohibit the evaluation of
contractor management in the source selection process. Ve find opposing
views on the topic; for example, the Council of Defense and Space
Industry Associations in 1974 state in a letter to CASC (I&L) that many
items of information such as corporate organization are really incidental
to the source selection process. Concomitantly, DOD Directive 4105.62
(Selection of Contractor Sources for Major Defense Systems) stresses
the need to evaluate a firm's cost-conscious management . We suggest
that avoiding the evaluation of a contractor's management capabilities
is a very serious risk--particularly in a large, integrated svstems

procurement.
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Unfortunately, the literature is vague about models that evaluate
management success. There are broad definitions such as OMB Circular
A-40, where "management systems' include plans, requirements and
controls for use in contractor management. Another source (Aeronautical
Systéms Division Pamphlet 800-6) suggests that the factors to be
considered in evaluating management are: management approach, prior
experience, projected work load throughout the period of performance,
development schedule and demonstration milestomes, engineering capability,

manufacturing capahility, quality assurance approach, program, (cost

and reporting) control, continuing risk assessment and Cost/Schedule

Control System Criteria (CSCSC) validation status. In essence, many
variables are proposed; yet, a comprehensive, tested and proven model
does not exist.

Our approach was to first examine the methods used by DOD contractors
in evaluating alternative subcontractors. Visits to six.major Air Force
contractors provided us with interesting data. Industry evaluates the
management nf competing subcontractors in quite different ways. We
were, however, able to sift through the various methods, identify
similarities, and isolate specific variables, which, in conjunction with
the management literature, provide the basis of the model.

We classified the variables into three major functional areas of
management: planning, organizing, and controlling. A model depicting
the result of our efforts appears in Figure 1. We then sent a draft
concept paper to a number of govermment procurement experts, DOD
contractors, and industry association groups for review and comment.

7
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We received over 50 comprehensive critiques. This paper incorporates

many of the ideas from these groups; but, of course, we alone accept the
responsibility of the model, its development, and suggestions for its

use.
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ITI. Conceptual Model

The model is expanded by taking the form of a number of factors against
which an evaluator answers a number of questions or responds to a series
of statements. By using expert evaluators who, through their experience,
ﬁave identified standards in each of the areas, a judgment can be made
; in terms of numerical scoring, subjective rankings, or descriptive adjec-
? ‘ tives.
X Thus, the model can serve three functions. First, it can provide

evaluations against a subjective or perhaps implicit set of standards.

Second, it can provide comparisons between proposals, or Fhird, it can
serve to "red flag'" major deficiencies 6f contractors under consid-
eration. This latter area might well prove to be the most significant
"‘ use of such a model. We again stress that each of the factors con-
sidered must be tailored to fit the individual procurement.
The format for each of the planning, organizing, and controlling

sections of the management criteria are found in Appendices A through C.

s There are several factors and subfactors where an evaluator notes his
g evaluation in the space provided as he reviews the proposal and visits
E each contractor's facilities during the fact-finding stages of proposal

. evaluation.

. A visit to the contractor is essential to discern the true state of
management awareness as opposed to what appears in the written proposal.
Unless this is done like the management fact-finding of past 'Should Cost"
exercises, this model will trigger off exercises in "brochuresmanship"

and gaming that will negate any positive good of management assessment.

9
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Further, a visit to the AFPRO, NAVPRO, or DCAS is essential to illuminate
management capabilities from the customer's point of view. The plant
representative should be a part of this evaluation team, for he would
have firsthand information on the contractor;s management systems and
past performance. A fact-finding visit to each competing contractor is,
then, an essential part of this evaluation system so that the buyer can
be assured of the most factual management evaluation possible.

Within the model, the first area of evaluation is planning (Appendix
A). Concerns here are the contractor's management perspective, qualifi-
cations of key management personmnel, and the planning tools proposed in
the contract. The contractor's philosophy concerns his long-range goals
and objectives and how this contract will be integrated with those goals.
Qualifications of kevy personnel are more tangible and require an assurance
that the personnel identified in the proposal are actually going to be
part of the contractor's team. The résumés of key program pergonnel
are normally included in the management prooosal and must be evaluated
on their past experience and education. Planning tools include the use
of budgets and schedules that assist management in meeting contract
requirements. Caution must be exercised here to differentiate showy
charts and graphs from clear, concise tools that will actually be used.

Organizing is the second area of evaluation. We do not suggest a
critical evaluation with respect to the form of a contractor's organi-
zation. However, there are activities that are affected by the extent
to which a contractor's organization is effective and efficient. The

integration of functional elements is one such activity; i.e., is there

10
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evidence that the contractor has good linkage betweer those elements
working on the contract; has the structure prove- effective in the past?
At the same time, communication networks and media greatly influence

the outcome of a project, and serve a= a means of coordination. Finally,
the human relations concerns of a contractor demonstrate the extent to
which employees will be linked to the project itself. Appendix B
defines these organizing factors and identifies how they would be evalu-
ated.

One area of consideration not often considered is that of labor
relations. We would agree that this area is not normally of prime
importance, since it could be argued cbnvincingly that we should not be
concerned with the internal affairs of contractors o~ subcontractors.

U' However, many of these internal affairs do end up having considerable
impact on defense programs and, hence, we have included‘this in our
model.
Controlling is the final factor as outlined in Appendix C. Here we
are concerned with contractor feedback, adaptability, and capabilities for

risk assessment. Related closely to communication, feedback is the

contractor's assurance that he can control the critical elements of the
program and meet program objectives. Adaptability is a measure of the
contractor's ability to react to change. Risk assessment helps to define
the contractor's evaluation and control over the cost, schedule, and
technical uncertainties involved in the program. Finally, since a large
portion of any contract is normally subcontracted, we must assure of
contractor control over the sub's activities.

11
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Any weight given to a contractor's management must be determined in
advance of the issuance of the Request for Proposal (RFP). The source
selection organization must carefully deliberate on the relative impor-
tance of each of the following areas:

1. technical

- 2. cost/price
“ 3. management
. 4, quality

5. reliability

6. related experience

7. facilities

8. contract terms and conditions

9. other peculiar factors (test capability, performance requirements, "
etc.)

Our model does not suggest the relative worth of these factors for any
given procurement. This must be carefully decided upon in advance of
each RFP and is dependent also upon the objectives of the buying organi-~

zation.
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IV. U'se of the Model

We see the model being used in the source selection process in one
of three ways. First, each of the factors may be numerically scored,

and the best proposal evaluated in terms of the organization receiving

- the-highest score on all factors. We recognize that a point scoring

system presumes a level of measurement that may be difficult to achieve.

Pespite this, numerical scoring can be a useful tool. A second possibility
might be to make successful comparisons and color code each of the
variables in relation to the degree to which each variable is satisfied
by the competing contractors or subcontractors. Or third, descriptive
adjectives might be used, again to compare the relative degree to which
each contractor has satisfied the variables selected.

A numerical scoring procedure provides a most precise result,-but
is backed up by a great number of questionahle assumptions. Because it
is so difficult to quantify subjective judgments, many reviewers of the
draft concept paper categorically rejected our initial model because of
our use of a point scoring system. OQuantification of subjective proba-
bilities is becoming a widely accepted technique in making business
decisions, but we believe it has few advocates in government contracting
because of the ease with which subjective judgments can be challenged
in the courts. Nonetheless, there are examples of contract evaluations

using the point scoring system (e.g., Greek base maintenance contracts)

where source selection panels were confident of evaluating the con-

tractors' proposals.
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Appendix D includes an entire proposal evaiuation example with
a point scoring system that integrates the management evaluation
with technical capability, cost, and six other factors. The reader
must understand that the assigned points possible are an example
and would be decided prior to an RFP, thus being unique in each indi-
vidual procurement. However, each evaluator would assign the points
and arrive at a total score to rank alternative contractors' proposals.
A question arises with respect to firms receiving a zero score, but
it could be solved easily by briafing the contractor on his deficiency
and allowing him to correct the problem, thereby improving the score, or
by placing a greater emphasis on any cafegory where a zero score occurred.
This appendix demonstrates a completed selection model for a hypothetical
satellite program. The evaluation criteria would be placed in the RFP
in their relative order of importance. However, ASPR 3-501 (B) sec d (i)
prohibits the disclosure of weights in the dolicitation. The gcoring
should never be the absolute evaluative tool. An example of where this
scoring procedure has been successfully used is the procurement of contract
services at the FY 75/78 Greece Base Maintenance contract. Each of the
scored items received points on the basis of the evaluation team's
analysis and assumption that possible points awarded reflected contractor
capabilities for each of the variables evaluated.

Color coding can be used not only to ''red flag" contractor defi-
ciencies, but also to compare the relative capabilities of contractors'

proposals., Appendix E gives an example for contractor management proposals

showing how a color coding procedure might be used. Such a procedure

12
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is in use by the Air Force Contract Management Division in its management
system indicators. CGCreen indicates satisfactory, yellow that corrective

action would be necessary, red unsatisfactory, and black items not yet

evaluated. Thus, alternative proposals could be compared on the basis

of the numbers of each color for the variables under consideration.

Finally, descriptive adjectives can be used for each of the variables
under consideration. As in Appendix E, the management variables could
be read as highly unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory, neither satisfactory
nor unsatisfactory, satisfactory, or highly satisfactory. Comparisons
between competing firms could then be made on the ratings qf each of
the items, but without applying specifié scores or weights.

The experience of the persomnel selected to be on the management
evaluation is critical for the successful review of the contractor's
management. During the source selectien process, it is all too often
difficult to free a program office's most experienced and knowledgeable
people for they are charged with the management of the entire source
selection process. It is essential to utilize the most qualified
people available for this critical evaluation just as is now being dome
on technical evaluations. It can be argued by some that the contractor's
management ability is reflected in the quality of his technical report,
particularly in the areas of the program master schedule task inter-
relationship, and risk assessment. If the company management is on top
of the specific key technical issues, it should show in the technical
proposal. We, therefore, recommend that the management evaluation team
formally meet with the various technical teams to exchange ideas on the

management of the technical effort.

15
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Another area where technical personmel can be of prime help is in
reviewing the skills of the key technical personnel proposed. Evaluation
of proposed personnel based upon résumés is sometimes inadequate, and 2
better evaluation of an individual's worth and exﬁerience night be
better made by face-to-face in-depth discussions by experienced and
skilled interviewers. Experienced technical people can provide this
skill and experience to the management evaluation team.

One final emphasis is the need for an extensive plant visit to meet
with the contractor's proposed management people znd view firsthand the
proposed facilities. Coordination with the AFPRO or PCAT people is
essential if detailed information is tb be gathered and in;egfated with
this model. This model requires good, experienced evaluators for its

successful implementation.
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V. Summary
The model, while not intended to be exhaustive, provides as complete
a set of criteria as possible in application to wide varieties of contract
situations. The evaluation criteria must be adapted to the individual
pr&curement."Soﬁe of fhe‘items in the appendices may be redundant; most,
however, can be reworded to fit nearly any type of hardware or service
proposal. It is up to the source selection organization to decide upon
the factors to be evaluated. Much of this work must be done before the RFP
is written so that the data needed for analysis will be included in
every contractor's,proposal. X .
The following is suggested as the wording for each RFP that willl
solicit the proper management information from each contractor:
"Describe your organization, related experience, and the management
methods you will use to manage this program. Your proposa1 should
include the following information:

a. Company and project organization charts.

b. Name of project manager and key personnel with a brief résumé
of each.

c. Authority or charter of project manager.

d. Schedules showing significant program activity times and
milestones.

e. Related experience on similar hardware--list related hardware
built or launched in last five years with summary of technical
performance. Provide photographs of most recent related hard-
ware.

f. Description of project control and risk assessment systems.

g. Total number of personnel and number of engineers employed in
facilitv, plus program manpower loading.

17
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h. Description of facilities including manufacturing and engineering
areas, test equipment and environment facilities."

We have provided a structure fcr evaluating contractor management
during source selection. How this structure is used is not a goal of
this raper; rather, we want to emphasize that contractor management can
and should be evaluated during source selection. A concept has been
developed, but it is the process that can be individualized to meet

specific needs.

18

. ) N . \
PPN [T Y Sy Py P

Lt L Sadl Bag Zaus Sedad Sagh Jaah ey e gi-B g




Pl L MR B tic i A et RS A i s S S

10.

11.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aerospace Industries Association, "United States Air Force Requests
for Proposals--Critique and Recommendatioms," May 1971.

Department of the Air Force, Air Force Manual 70-6, ''Procurement:
Source Selection Policy," Headquarters, U.S. Air Force, 22 June 1973.

Department of the Air Force, Air Force Regulation 70-15, "Procurement:
Source Selection Policy,"” Headquarters, U.S. Air Force, 22 June 1974,

Department of the Air Force, Air Force Systems Command, "Project Ace
Findings and Progress Report," Andrews AFB, Marvland, June 1974,

Fox, J. Ronald, Arming America: How the U.S. Buys Weapons, Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1974,

Lawrence, Paul R., and Lorsch, Jay W., Organization and Environment:
Managing Differentiation and Integration, Homewood, Illinois: Irwin,
1967.

Logistics Management Institute, "Contractor Performance Evaluation
in Source Selection,”" LMI Task 69-2, Washington, D.C., October 1968.

Logistics Management Institute, "Introduction to Military Program
Management," IMI Task 69-28, Washington, D.C., March 1971,

Marquis, Don, "A Project Team + PERT = 3Succegs. Or Does It?"
Innovation, Vol. 1, No. 3, July 1969.

Morris, Steele, '"'Communications Effectiveness' Needed in RFP-
Proposal-Contract Award Cycle,” Defense Management Journal, January
1973.

Stewart, Lt Gen James T., USAF, '"Source Selection Process TFaces
Winds of Change," Defense Management Journal, January 1973.

19

B e TR P, P

Ty Ty o T




1.

(s

e —
a SRl
b Vo VUL AT

Appendix A

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION OF PLANNING

Management Perspective

a.

Establishes suitable sensors
as an accurate measure of planned
accomplishments.

Understands government require-
ments:

1. Approved Procurement Manual

2. Approved Accounting System
by Government Agency

3. Approved Material Control
Manual :

4. Approved Property
Accountability Manual

Use of Management by Objectives,
Participative Management, or
other well-defined concept of
management planning to set goals.

Qualifications of Key Management

a.

W v ia.a'aleata

Personnel

Does the proposal identify
assignment of key personnel
by name?

1. Are they available from the
present complement?

2. Are these people now working
on this program?

3. Do these people have adequate
authority?

EVALUATION
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Appendix A
(continued)

b. 1Is the contractor's first and
second level management qualified
in relation to the job?

1. Average experience level in
management programs:

2. Average tenure with company:
3. Total management experience:

4. Achievements--For what have
key management personnel
earned recognition?

5. Average education level of
management personnel:

6. Progression:

7. Cohesiveness--Is there evidence
of management working as a team?

c. Does the contractor have the
specialized personnel that he
requires for this job (i.e., tool
designers, test engineers, tech-
nicians, etc.)?*

1. Average level of technical/
special experience:

2. Average level of education
of technical/special
personnel:

3. Are these people available
within the company?

3. Use of Plannineg Tools

a. Schecdules. Is schedule detailed
by phase plan for the entire project
in accordance with program require-
ments?

EVALUATION

face-to-face in-depth discussion by a skilled interviewer.

21
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Appendix A
(continued)

Details~-sub~-factors
Implementation of plan

Periodic check points

Flow charts

Costs. Are costs budgeted in
accordance with program require-
ments?

Does the contractor have adequate
manpower loading charts?

Does the contractor have this
manpower hired now?

22
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Appendix B

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION OF ORGANIZING

1. Integration of Activities

a.

b.

£.

Research and Develcopmen
Coordination :

Design Capabilities:

1. Does the contractor drawing
system comply so that approval
of drawings will be rapid?

2. Engineering progress control

Technical Writing

Reliability

Test Functions

Tooling

2. Communication

ae

How quickly and concisely is
information disseminated by the
contractor?

What kind of system exists for
Significant Incident Reporting?

Customer coordination

Subcontractor information

‘Timely advice and notification

of decisions

3. Human Relations

Does the contractor have an on-
going program of human relatioms
for his employees?

23
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Appendix B {iq
(continued) ’

- EVALUATION

e
.

b. Labor Relations:

2 -l' l’ -‘

o
L

Acceptance of Policy Manual
to Air Force

2. Union relaticnship

. 3. Fringe benefits
4. Turnover experiences
. 5. Work stoppage potential
N
]
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Appendix C

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION OF CONTROLLING

EVALUATION
1. Control Systems. What controls does
the contractor provose for the following
“items:
a. Direct costs
- b. 1Indirect costs. Does the contractor

have adequate visibility and control

of indirect costs?
c. Direct manpower
d. Indirect manpower
e. Program progress ' * : : <
f. Reports
g. Changes

h. Does the contractor have a validated
€SCSC or an acceptable cost and
schedule control system?

i. Does the comtractor's maragement
Information System provide ma